Such models are in fact small theories and they have the merit of being explicit and often ingenious. Their shortcomings lie in their parochialism;  each is a notion developed by a mathematically oriented analyst, who is unlikely to have (a) come within sniffing distance of a real program, i.e., not done empirical studies of the enrollment process and (b) taken the trouble to exploit theory from disciplines outside economics.
For example, it takes no wit to recognize that enrollment processes involve Information, supplied to and available to administrator and applicant, and decisions by each.  The Information is processed under constraints; the decisions are made under constraints. Why then do we not exploit, say, the theories and rules of cognitive processing that have been developed over the past 10 years by Herbert Simon, Kahneman and Tversky, and others to develop something more realistic and more coherent than the simplistic selection models that the ill-informed analyst might choose? The reason seems to lie more in disciplinary provincialism than in any inherent weaknesses in either kind of model.
The point is that far more Integration of theory and practical program development and evaluation is warranted. Absent the Integration, it is doubtful that one will learn much that is durable.
IMPROVING THE QUALITY AND INTERPRETABILITY OF EVALUATION REPORTS
The quality of evaluation reporting can be improved substantially by adhering to Professional guidelines issued over the past five years.
Documentation on large-scale evaluations is generally much better than the information usually available on smaller, locally managed ones. Nonetheless, there are notable gaps in what is known about even the large ones. Information is not always presented in accord with reasonable reporting Standards issued, for example, by the Evaluation Research Society (1982), the U.S. General Accounting Office (1970), and other organizations, and by individual experts, such äs Mosteller et al. (1980) (in clinical trials section of the bibliography).
The weaknesses in reporting make it difficult to screen and summarize results for policy, äs this committee has tried to do. And the weaknesses complicate efforts to develop quantitative syntheses of multiple experiments so we may judge how sizes of program effect vary. [See Light and Pillemer (1984) and Cordray and Orwin (1985) on synthesis and the Problems that poor reporting engenders.]
Doubtless some good projects have been ignored because reporting is poor.  Good projects are not exploited äs much äs they should be because information provided in reports is insufficient.
So, for example, the best reports teil us what the attrition rate is from programs or from program versus control groups. But many reports do not. The best of the best educe the implications of attrition and how they have been taken into account to produce fair estimates of program effect. Most do not. The gaps make it very difficult to review the quality of evaluations and to adjust for quality of evaluation in gauging the success of multiple programs.

